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Rick,

It was great to connect with you yesterday. I wanted to circle back and reiterate our concerns about what is happening
with our current and future projects with the City of LA. We have been diligently working on the Hollywood Route 66
PBID project for 8 months without compensation for the two tasks we have submitted. As you are aware, the
Feasibility Report has been submitted twice without approval. For the second submission, we incorporated all of the
changes requested and contractual obligations. We also submitted the database information in February and have been
told it will not be renewed until September 2018.

For Echo Park, are concerned about the timing of the project. We are not comfortable starting another contract with the
City to complete the Echo Park PBID if the data cannot be reviewed until September 2018. It would be a disservice to

the City, Echo Park steering committee, and us to start work only to be put on hold for four-months.

I look forward to working with you and City staff to address these concerns and move the Hollywood Route 66 PBID
and Echo Park PBID formations to the finish line.

Best Regards,

John Lambeth

Here is a summary of the Hollywood Route 66 project:

Hollywood Route 66

e DELIVERABLE 1 - FEASIBILITY STUDY: Including, but not limited to: Surveying POTENTIAL
ASSESSEES utilizing written surveys, focus groups, and/or interviews to determine probability of success of
creating a BID in the proposed area.

o Deliverable: Report detailing the results of the feasibility study. Provide proposed boundaries to Analyst.
Proof of contact with each POTENTIAL ASSESSEE (e.g. copy of mailing list, copy of sign in sheets
from scoping meetings, etc.)
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We are having to resubmit the report in early May with additional ownership outreach and education to address the
City's concerns that we and the steering committee have not complete enough owner outreach. The feedback we
received was "We are concerned that the bulk of support for the proposed business improvement district dates back 4-5
years and not as a result of current scoping meetings conducted by Civitas with property owners. The report does not
provide evidence that property owners participated in discussions about the types of services included in and the
findings of the survey." Our intent with including the original outreach letters from 2014, was to provide a complete
look at the outreach done to property owners for support not to limit the amount of our reach to property owners under
the current contract.

Under our current contract, we have fulfilled the contractual obligations of:
0 Section 3.1
» A detailed explanation of the methods, techniques, and schedules used in concluding all the
findings made in the report with supporting documentation for all findings;
s The proposed type of feasible BID (Merchant or Property)
®  The proposed boundaries of the feasible BID; and
m  Descriptions of any alternatives and the reason why those alternatives may/may not be feasible;
o Section 3.2
A FEASIBILITY STUDY Report which includes, but is not limited to:
®  Detailed results of the study of the TARGET AREA;
®  Proposed boundaries of a potential BID
u  Proof of contact with each POTENTIAL ASSESSEE

Additional, the report was not accepted due to "Nor is there evidence of a discussion about the likely cost of those
services, based on the square footage being considered." Nowhere in the contract does the feasibility report require
information or conversations around the cost of services to the property owner." Frankly, we are unable to have these
conversations without the approval of the data from the City.

e DELIVERABLE 2 — DATABASE OF POTENTIAL ASSESSEES: Including, but not limited to: Developing a
current DATABASE, as defined in Section 2 of this RFP, that is satisfactory to the CITY CLERK and updated
as needed.

o Deliverable: A current DATABASE in Microsoft Office Excel format; property assessment and other
data; and a report of CITY-owned property.

We submitted our initial round of data on February 16 for review. After nearly 2 months since

we initially sent the database to Dennis and Mario, we reached out to Rita to see if she had heard anything. On April
11, Rita notified us that Mario would not be able to review the information until September 2018. We understand that
your office is short staffed at the moment and under the gun to get the PBIDs that are forming and renewing this year
to the hearing process before May. Our concern is that by September that data that we submitted in February will be
out of date, as Property owner data is constantly changing. Additionally, we cannot start to discuss annual assessments,
begin drafting the MDP or engage the engineer to begin drafting their report. The project cannot move forward without
the data.
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